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Type: a)n Telephonic b)n Video Conference 

c)K Personal [copy given to: applicant 2)^ applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)^ Yes e)S No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1,17,23,41 and 53 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: 6,687,878 . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)\Z\ was reached. g)K was not reached. h)n N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
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INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
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U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 



PTOL-413 (Rev. 04-03) 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 



Interview Summary 




•aper No. 20051206 



Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 09/804,074 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant briefly persisted what he considered novelty of the 
invention as the rendering process is taking place in the server as apposed to prior art (Eintracht). Examiner persisted 
his interpretation to prior art (Eintracht) is using server for processing the rendering in one of the embodiment. 
Discussed limitations that are part of applicant's arguments but not included in the claims, and proposed to amend the 
claims to include these limitations and define clearly the novelty . 
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